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The
Setting

he educational accountability movement had been

’\gaining momentum for at least fj '({'e years, some-

, - times exerting massive effect on the ed’ucatmnal process
and educational funding. :

It seemed to be time for leaders in the movement and
laymen to sit down with teachers apd talk about it.

This was the simple and straightforward reason for the
National Forum on Educatmnal Accountability, con-
ducted.in Denver, Colorado, on May 8-9, 1975.

Since the use of the word “adcountabxlxty” with respect
to education emerged into publxc consciousness a half-
decade ago, much activity ; ‘has centered about it. As
numerous speakers at the Forum were to point out,
thousands of articles have 'been written about accounta-
‘bility; debate has flared about it; some form of accounta-
bility has been written into the statutes of more than 30
states and adopted by rule or regulation in'still others.

“Some form of accountability?” Aye, there's the rub.

For, by and large, the educational experts were in. fair
agreement on the requirements of accountablhty But-not
all who sallied fortb under the banner of accountubility

S

paid much attention to these requirements. In some
states, for instance, an “accountability” law simply or-
dered a statewide testing program in the basic skills,
permitting the comparisons between schools and districts
and groups of children which are anathema to many
professional educators. In other states, bruad gauge pro-
grams were established which met all the requirements
of té(g accountability definition; and, as the states are

. diverse, so were these programs.

3

What are the elements of this common definition
umong the pxperts on accountability? A
beginning-to-end logical process. deseribed in homely
terms as follows: .

1. Decide where yod want to go (in terms of goals,

. which are broad, and tob;ectwes, which are reachable

subsets of the goals). ‘) :“

2. Find out how far you are from reaching these ob_]ev
tives (through an assessment of needs).

3. Decide what steps ymﬁ;%, should take (programs and

strategies) to close the gap: etween where you find you

fw t to reach.

are and the objectives youy;
4, From time to time,’ ndgsure your p‘)gress toward
ment and evaluation).

the objectives (through as‘ :
5. Calculate how muchn‘ ‘ }:as cost to make that pro-

gress.

6. Report your ﬁndmg
decisions about how best| t
effectiveness the next t1 }

TQ

s\ithose Who will make the
"ﬂtrengthen the program’s
ind (feedback and recycle).
Wo assumptions: first, that
¢ “ the quality of education

“ achlevement und sec-
be used to make better

Implicit in this proaesé
you are domg all this tq i




informed decisions about how the educational process is
4u be improved in the future.

None of which sounds reprehensible in itself.

But there were problems. Some were shared by
teachers and other education professionals—such as
legislation mandating something they knew wasn't really

accountability and that they thought might be harmful..

“ Such as the thinly veiled threat, here and there, that

heads would roll as soon as assessment reS\}lts came in.

Such as indications that state financing might be contin-
gent on test results.
. Some problems were more specific to teachers, such as
the fear. that theirs would be the heads set a-rolling
(they are, after all, the front line troops). Such as their
indignation and concern that they weren’t much invelved
in setting accountability systems—but they were to be
deeply involved in implementing them.

Underlining these coficerns was the fact that the ac-

‘countability movement did not start among teachers, nor

even among school districts. Rather it came into being
when the public, concerned about ever-rising school costs
and. reports of poor student performance, began to de-
mand, through their legislators, evidence of the actual
effects of educational expendltures to support the schoul-
men’s perennial prima facie argument that more dollars
always equal better learning.

Accountability in education subsequently was
popularized by the U.S. Office of Education 1USOE};
taken up as a cause by other groups who saw in it the

pussibility of a better educational bang for the buck; and.

developed largely by state departments of education,
under the impetus of federal grants, legislative demand.
or their own interest.

The U.S. Office of Education and the state departments
of educativn are not seen by most teachers as their
staunchest allies. Legislators are seldom their favorite:
people.-So a lot of teachers didn’t like what they saw.

They were to see more of it, however. In 1972, with
federal funding, the Cooperative.Accountability Project
" (CAP) was established: a consortium of seven states (Col-
oradw Florida, Maryland Michigan, Minnesota,
Pennsylvania, Wisconsin) formed to develop comprehen-
stve guidelines, informational publications and ‘model
programs to assist state and local education agencies in
making meaningful accountings ‘of their efforts, both
internally and for the public. o

CAP proved effective in all three compopents of its
mission—guidelines, publications, model programs. Ac-
wuntablllty was becoming more widespread and more
visible; and still teachers didn't think they were being
permitted to participate properly. -

Teacher associations—national, state and local-—~began -
to rumble out warnings. Their general theme was this:
Accountablllty programs had better be educationally ac-

ble; teachers are not the only accountable people
olved in education; teachers must nut be evaluated,
nor rewarded nor punished, on the basis of student
achievement tests; and anyone who really wanted an
accountability program to fly had better involve teachers
in its development.

A t about this time, the U.S. Office of Education was
.inviting state representatives to Washington, one
by one, to talk about a number of things, including
accountability.

It began to hear the alarnfbells. It perceived that all
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was not right with the world of accountablllty=a‘nd that
U eﬂiaps one-of the principal reasons was the teachers’

'f‘ nonpartlupatmn and their reaultmg laté¢nt hos-

‘ﬁh prompting from teacher gtoups, U OE in
November 1974 began to consider convening a Forum at
whlch teachers, other edu(.atmn prefessionals, gnd con-
“cernéd laymen could enter into substantive dia ogue on
accountability. USOE turned for particular assigtance to

three groups: the National Education Associatiory (NEA) -

and the American Federation of Teachers {AFT—the two
- organizations without' whose meeratwn any kind of
teacher participation would seem shallow—and the
Cooperative Atcountability Prmect

. It was soon agreed that there would be a National
Forum on Educational Accountablllty, spongored by the
U.S. Office of Education, and administered by CAP, with
the advice and assistance of the NEA and the AFT.

Guidelines were also agreed on. First of all there was
established a Steering Committee representing all the
groups, which worked out the proportions of representa-
tion, and agreed on the program format.

Half the participants were to be teachers, selected by
AFT and NEA. The other half represented a wide range
of interests: American Association of School Adminis-
trators, sAssociation for Supervision and Curriculum De-
velopment, Council for American Private Education,
Education Commission of the States, National Assess-

. . ment of Educational Progress, Nationul Association of

Elementary School Principals, National Association of
Secondary School Principals, National Association of
State Boards of Education, Performance-Based Teacher
Education, Congressional Education Committee, Na-

[ 4

tional Institute for Education, U.S. Government Account-
ing Office, National Alliance of Businessmen, National
Association for the Advancement of Colored People, U.S.
Chamber of Commerce, Urban Coalition; and various

State Departments of Education and legislative re-
presentatives. Parents and students also were to be re-

.

presented.

The format of the Forum wasg agreed upon. There were
to be four principal topics, ?ch to be introduced by two
speakers——one presenting cher-oriented point of
view and one another vie r these presentations,
participants were then to dwlde into small groups of
about a dozen persons and attempt to find their areas of
agreement and disagreement on the topic. They would
then go back into general session to hear the next two
speakers on the next topic, return to their small groups,
and so on.

For the small groups, facllltators were to be
appointed—teachers with some experience in group dis-
cussion, charged with the responsibility of keeping the
talk moving forward constructively. Also each group was
to have a recorder—a graduate student from one of the
ne’by institutions* of higher education—to write notes

on the progress of the meetings and deliver them with

commient to the writers of the Forum report. Facilitators
and recorders Were to attend an opening training session
conducted by experts in group process; thus fortified, they
were to help the groups to decide and articulate their
views on each topic.

Consensus was the goal: What can teachers and non-

“_ teachers, sitting together in an informal atmesphere,

agree on with respect to educational accountability?

And so the stage was set.
.




Prologue

.

l n the latter-day spirit of bringing some good news and
some bad mews, Dr. Calvin M. Frazier, Colorado
Commissioner of Education, opened the Forum with a
quick teview of the past five years in order to lay the
groundwork for *a mid-decade evaluation of this educa-
tional concept,” accountability. -
Accountability has long been with education, he noted,
from the early days when a teacher received room and
board from parents in exchange for teaching their chil-
dren. Such a teacher shifted his residency periodicz}lly
from family to family—but “was always under
scrutiny . . . it was a simple accountability cycle.”
From that simple cycle has grown an educational pro-

cess in the Ungted States with some 17,000 school dis-

ricts, some two million teachers, some 45 million public
school pupils. :
“The direct, simple accountability process of the early
years has not been lost,” Dr. Frazier said, “but it's safe to
say that the process had been buried in an organiza-
tional maze 'until Lessinger and others recently began
. uggesting this as a concept or idea that educators must

40

addregs—or face a further luss of credibility with the
public. Thus begins our ‘era of accountability.’ ” ’

Accountability has made substantial strides, Frazier
said. The federal commitment to it is deep and
growing—"most federal programs-require specification of
objectives, \dctivities designed to achieve these ends, an
evaluation'plan, and a reporting procedure.”

At the state level there is a great variation in ap-
proach, he said, noting that while more than 30 states.
have enacted some kind of accountability legislation, still
others have established accountability procedures
through rules and regulations rather than legislation.

He identified the principal accountability problems he
has observed through Colorado’s participation in the
Couperative Accountability Project as the following:

o Legislators, once optimistic that accountability pro-
grams would be the avenue to-deeper understanding of a
major tax-consumer, are now inclined to be frustrated:
“What mighta: have been a means of improving the re- .
lationship between legislators and educators appears now
to have beco}: one more indication to some of the legis-
lative skeptics that educators are foot-draggers and not to
be fully trusted.” : . “ oL

o Administrators feel threatened by a loss of lopal
autonomy under a system imposed by the state.

o Teachers find themselves on vccasion the chief jm-
plementers of a system developed without their
involvement—"a little-like sitting in the eye of the ‘hur-
ricane, knowing that yéu are soon to be pounded by the
winds.” > . .

¢ Students have been subjected to increasing numbers
of tests—and sometimes to a subtle change in curriculum
to reflect the more measurable objectives. ~
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. of our testing programs have su
. « because of the key role of evaluation in the accountability

e "Long smcldering concerns aﬁnut; the sophistication
aced in recent- years

process.”

roblems, yes—but, “This conference is designed to

bring together a cross section of professionals und
lay leadership to look at some of the lssues Heu»y
priority has befn given to the involvement’ of teacher
representatives since it was felt that this veice was
somewhat neglected in the past. Some anger and frustra-
tion will suiace-\and this is good, 4f it can be a transi-

: tlon to the-resolution of some basig problems.”

Dr. Frazier's introductory remarks did, indeed,
foreshadow the direction of the conference:

e The inevitablity of accountability

e The difficulty of defining 1t; in light of its many
applications - ’K

e Discontent with tests.

o The long non-involvement of teachers and teacher
groups

o The surfacing of anger and frustration.

e And-—perhaps—"a transition ‘to the resolutlon of
some basic problems.” ‘

All unwittingly, his remarks may, too, have assisted in
the early surfucing of anger and frustration.

On the advance program, approved by the Steering
Committee and distributed to Forum participants, his
address was billed as “Greetings and General Orientation
to Forun.” On the actual program, however, his address

.was changed to “Accountability in Action”—a more sub-

stantive title which indeed was mirrored in a substantlw
speech.

.
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This change was made with reagon, but there were
immediate grumblings that the Fortim would heur from
three nonteachers before it heard from the first teacher.
In the still tender and tentative rapprochement of
teachers and others on the delicate subject of uccountabil-
ity, this order did not go unnoticed, but inspired a rumble
of discontent that by day’s end had grown to a roar.

The reason for the change in program became clear
. With the second speaker. This was to have been U.S,
Commissioner of Education Terrel H. Bell, speaking on
“Accountability in Action"—the subject on which Dr.
Frazier spoke instead. This was because Dr. Bell, tied up
in Washington, could not make it to the Forum.

His place on the program was taken by Thomas J.

"Burns, Acting Assotiate Commissioner for State and

Local Educational Programs, whose topic was "£ccounta-
bility: An Agenda for the Future.”

His central plea was for full participation in establish-
ing uccountability for the improvement of education. Not-
ing the composition of the Forum, he said, “We have
simulated each of the elements of a local community at
this conference--but elevated its representatives by
selecting their best leaders and national spokesmen.”

As have many spokesmen on the subject, he noted that

-accountability is not new: “From decade to decade, the

specific sense in which the schools are held to be account-
able to the people shifts, but the prifeiple of accountabil-
ity remains unchanged.” Today's sense of responsibility,
he said, includes "responsibility not just for the student
und his or her development, but also responsibility for
the steady growth, development and performance of the
teacher, principal, superintendent and community leader
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%, who serve the educational enterprise.”
! Again echoing other spokesmen, he referred to the
many ‘guises of accountability—a condition he described
a3 appropriate to.a participatory society. All oplnluns
\ must be weighed, he said—not that all are of equal
\vahdxty, but because only in open dialogue can each be

He proceeded to define the purpose of the Forum:«
“The challenge facing us during these next two days, is
to identifythose components of accountability where our
philosophies are eompatible. Hopefully, this will provide
a base from which other more controversial components
cuan be identified and discussed with the aim of ameliorat-
ing some of the differences. It just might be that many of
our opinions are not ds diverse as we suspect.”

participants might pergeive that there is . . . a common
mood from which we can derive a common view about
many of the expressions of discontent and demands for
change that satellite thé concept of accountability .
This new mood demands results—pupil performance re-
sults.

“It demands that students leam as a result of "the
educational investment . . . It is true that many stu-
dents have been adequately served by our schools. But it
alsv is true that some students have not been adequately
gerved by our schouls. And the public has the right to ask
the question, ‘Why?' ”

is the success of the American system in producing
well-educated adults who know how to ask questions; and

weighed agamt.thﬁ@}\toﬁe of providing quality edu--
tion. - ‘ RN

In approaching that challenge, Burns said, the Forum

He suggested that one’ reason for the public demand

o ’
i
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another reason might be “the Jong-held tradition in
A'merican education of letting the: publlc only prat way
into the schools . . . To respond to'this disenchantment
and move beyond it to estai;}lsh & new stablllty in public
support will be difficult. It will requn'a new candor.”

Burns defined the current goal as seékmg “the highest
qu'fillty of education at a polltlcally feasible expendl!:ure
level.

*“To be responswe to thls challenge posed i in an age of
expanding technology .and endless mnovation, the
educator must be a full partner and participant of plan-’
ned change. The educator must assume a flexible posture
while being alert to opportunities for- adapting old
methods to new needs, and must insure that such adapta-
tion occurs. ’

“For each change or innovation, there must be an
arrangement to check whether improvement results.
bomethmg must be measured. Moreover, all the partici-
pants in such programs,should assist i iy, the design of the
evaluation. Broad participation in the design of both

innovations and their evaluation is essential if the work

to be done is to become more rationallyrelated to explicit
goals, and if, in tum, the goals themgelves are to be
realistic.”

Thus did the Acting Associate Commissioner—who had
been centrally invelved in the calling of the Forum—
stand in ably for the absent Commissioner. But the
absence itself lit a fuse that was destined to smolder for a
bit—then leap into flame when further non-appearances
of scheduled speakers seemed to denigrate the work dnd
devalue the time of conferees whose nerves were wearing
thin. It did not particularly help that all the no-shows
were nonteachers.




... Objectives =

ith the last words of the prologue fading away—

- Mr&Burns’ closing question, “Can.we begin'build-
”‘mg sich an agenda during this conference?”—Dr, Arthuz
‘R. Olson, diregtor of the Cooperative Accountability Pro-
w ject and du‘ector of ﬂ}e Foram, fook the floor. -
. He eXplamed briefly how the Steermg Committee had
- orgamzed the Forum around four topics: M
1. Goals and Objectives
2 By ‘What Means- Shall - the ObJectlves Be Ac-
- comphshed" ‘ :
3. Assessment and Evaluatien
. . 4. Who Should be Accountable to Whom and.For
What? n
; The stage for each: topic woul® be set, Olson sald LY
. two speakers, one. presentmg a teacher v1ewpomt the
" - other the viewpoirit from another perspective. Then the
- . participants would break up into a dozen small groups to
- discuss the topic. In each small group, g teacher would
. ‘serve as a facilitator to keep the discussion moving in
"‘;‘éomewhéﬁt orderly fashion. In addition, eath group was
-agsigned a recorder to set down-what its members said

-

and what they declded :

To aid their discussion, all participants were provnded
‘prépared notebooks containing, with other Forum mate-
rials, copies of each ‘speaker’s planned presentation, and
an outline of each toplc with suggested questions for
discussion. The groups were also given forms on which to
enter theik judgments, including a summary form with
‘three headings: Things We Agree On, Things We Dis-
agree On, and Recommendatlons for Narrowing Dis-

agreements

. It was an orderly format, and one on which there was .

'no objection or disagreement from the floor—yet.

In accordance with the plan, the two speeches #n the
first topic wére then delivered.

- - a
Yo

he first was by Charles W. Nix, Associate Commis- *
sioner for Planning and Evaluation for the-Texas -
. Education Agency. (It might be kept in mind that he was /’

the third consecutive nonteacher to address ‘the Fo
with no teacher yet heard from; dnd: ﬁy this time some

_teachers were becoming restive.)

Mr. Nix gave a scholarly and distinctly directive sum-
mary of the standing of goals and objectives in the wholé
area of educational accountability. He outlined the con-

cerns and the choices, am}r explained the choices he would -

make. : . ¢

He defined schooling as “an open system . . . a series
of interrelated working parts, which has certam things
gomg into it (inputs), being treated in certain ways
(processes), and certam other things coming out as a
result (outputs). This “kind of system also has a feedback
mechanism to describe these outputs, processes, and in-
puts so that we can decide whether we need to make

A



changes and what kinds of changes would'i'mprowe the
performance ¢ the systel in attaining its results. The
kind of gystem we have in schooling is a very human one:
teachers working clogely with their students, using mate-

rials and time in planned ways, in order to bring about‘

certain desired learning, results among the stpdents . ~
It is the outputs of the education system that are its goals
and objectives. They deal with the guestlon ‘Where do we

want to get to? ”

Mr. Nix identified eight persistent concerns in the
) area of educational goals and objectives—and his

recommendation on all but one of them: 7~

-

Concern 1: What's the distinction between goal§ and -

objectives? Recommendation: A goal is the broadest
statement of expected outcomes, and an objective is a
specific part of one of the goals.
Conce{rn 2: In terms of whose performance s! shoukf edu-—
cational goals.and objectives be stated—student, teacher,
orgamzatlon as a whole? Recommendation: “I find it most
usefu] to_assume that goals and objectives of education
are solelv student learning outcomes, and that every

" other condition we strive to bring about—effective teach- guaranteed outcomes. Recommendation: “It: is difficult, if

ing, relevant teachlng materials, sound administration,
#nd adequate financing of education—are means to the
ends of student growth and development.”

Concern 3: What should be included in the goals and
objectives for schooling? Recommendation: “The goals for
schooling should cover all the various possibilities for
learning which should legitiniately be offered to students,
and should aveid.including aspects of student develop-
ment which are not feasible to offer. Some of the ele-

" ments of these goals will be intended to be mastered by -

K
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- .
all, or nearly all, students—the core goals. In addition,
the goals will contain a large number of elective elements
which each student may or may not seek to accomplish.”
_ Concern 4: It is relatively easy to gain acceptance of
broadly stated goals T6r student learning in school, but
harder to get agreement on more tangible statements
about exactly what it means for a student to make
progress toward one of the major goals. REcommendatlon
None at the moment. ) .
Concern 5: Some goals lend themselves morereadily to
specific objective statements than others: “Those goals
that express-expected learnings in the’basic communica-
tions and mathematies skills can be detailed more re-
adily; those in.domains such as citizenship, esthetic ap-
preciation and realistic self-concept give us considerably
more trouble ” Recommendation: “We can benefit by de--
veloping dehalled specific objectives where this is feasi-
bie*But—wé—nmst—bH&ﬁsﬁed—mth—less-quaxmtatlv
statements of expected student learning in other equally
important areas.” ,r .

Concern 6: There is confusion about whethi;r goals and
obJectlves are statements of intended accomphshment or

#

not 1mposs:ble, to guarantee results in areas of human
_services. No physician guarantees a cure, ‘and no coun-
selor guarantees to solve a client’s problems. The other °
view of the role of objectives makes more sense to me.
Those who carry out the process of schooling will do
evervthmg within their power and competence as pro- -
fessmxia.l practitioners to bring about this genuinely in-
tended outcome, and will continuously strive to improve

.» their-instructional methods if the outcome is not being
produced.” :




¥ “
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‘ Concern 7: Is the teacher solely responsible for brmg-
. ‘mg about thé intended learning results among students?

and hasg ms
K campu,s Aan

iy workmg parts: the teacher, the staff of the
the schoal district, the local board of trus-

“dent and hig-or her parents. All of these elements com- |

- and. objectives. Responsibility is shared, and all members
- of the teams must play eﬁ‘ectwe roles if the results are to
be attained.” s //

'~tha jindividual student, or for a specified proportion of a
 ~group  of students? Reoommendatlon “The objective can
- be v 1y useful as ‘a target. for mastery by the pre-

Recommendatlon “The system of education is extensive, | |

) tees, the state legislature and the state: é‘aucatlon -agency, f‘ -
i the federal. government, and’ very lmportantly,ethe»stn- i

;1’bme, for better or for worse, as the total system of
- .schooling aimed at bringing about student” learning: goal&

Concern 8: Are objectives to be criteria of mastery for -

~
-

5
time of exit from high school; term or annual objectives, -
" smaller increihé"rtt,s of the exit objectives, intended to be

accomplished in & school year or term; and performance
or behavioral objectlve/,,the' most tangible and mé”asura-

Jble, mte/n/ded as-the learning outcome of a ghort unit of

_ mstructlon such as a week lor a single class period.

Mr. Nix was équally- specific in his idens about who

sets goals and objectives.
"As to goalg—the state a thorlty establishes goals for
the gtdte as a whole; the loc 'l authorlty adopts-or amends
these to fit its 6wn community situation; the federal .
government has inputs; teathers partlclpate in-getting
goals, as do parents and stu ents. Goals, however, “sim-
ply must be put into plage -by an appropriate policy
. authority, They cannot be Ieft to individual decisions by
students, parents, teachers| or other individuals who

* work in the educational system. ‘Chaos would result.”

__poml nc&ofi&groupallatonce :

S

\ Nix also gave the Forum further clear dis-
tinctlons between goals and objectives.

"Goals: “Those broad areas’ or. domains of human

- which are judged to be appropriate outcomes of ja stu-
. dent’s s participation in schooling: They are_the seneral
. directions, the broad avenues of development of the
human character and intellect.”

- Objectives: “Tangible statements of huma«n charac—
3 termtlcs which are derived from these nonspecific goals.
.+ . Objectives

.. observer.” He t them,at three levels: The exit objective,
to be attained dyer a multl-year period such as by the
i

i
¥

/

S )

’ - should be quantifiable and méasurable,
' ‘or at. least,‘ob rvable on a systematic basis by a trained

.

,Q’

they fall into the domain of the professional educator.
Guidelines might be: Exit gbjectives to be set by the
administration of the local
* - with the teaching profession] term and annual objectives

knowledge, -gkills, compétence, values and«att;tudes - —---to-be-set-by-the teachers;-wprking-with the administra-

tion; pérformancq objectives to be set by the teacher, with .*
-advice from his dlrect suphrwsor, the students and
perhaps parents. o :

thool district, in consultation ~

The Forum partxcxpants%ad h lot to chew on from Mr. .

Nix' thorough analysis. l\dany forgot to chew,

as they heard immediately théreafter from the first
teacher representatlve——(}lrard . Hottleman, Assxstanl;

« Executive Secretary for Programs, Massachusetts' -
Teachers Association’ .

4

As-to-objectives—the=moke eonerete«they—get—the-morL e

.
lj#-




Those teachers in the audience who were expecting a

’ statement of the teachers’ position on accountability were
surprised,’ but could hardly bg disappointed. What they

Jheard was a ringing defense ofythe child, and a sublime

scorn for any dccountability model which moved him

m the center of power-as well as of attentjon. (And

, Mr. Hottleman made perfectly clear, apph s to any

ountablhty model he had heard of.)
His short but pungent speech was based on an

and effective method of argumentation: “There §re two-

_ opening possibilities. If you choose A, you must proceed
here, If you choose B, you have given up this.” (This was
made manifest in the title he chose for his address:

"Settmg Goals for Accountability ModelsuProblems m )

Sequence, Logic and Consistency.”)

He cheerfully announced himself an opponent of meost
of what has happened in the name of accountability—-
because everyone busily started measuring before anyone

-

model would “spontaneously generate from the students

. and not the authorities. Outcomes would be individual,

sanctions selfsimposed, and the system Tresponsible to the
student rather than to those who currently create and
run the system.” . - -
Hottleman Jleft no room for duubt as to his position:
“Education.is for the child . . . the child has the right to
~ decide what he ought to be. If education is truly child~
centered then the parents, the teachers, variols govern-
“ment establishments have~dde right to enter’ into di- -
alogue with the students, but.not to compel them into a
priori molds . .-. If we carry this logic to its inevitable
end, the students would adopt goals, design: the cur-
ricilum, hire the staff, and allocate the resources. As you
can see, logic can lead to some strange places. That is
probably, why we don’t use too much of it."” .
Hottleman went on to define roles of others in child-"

_ centered education. In fact, he defined them® three

defined what it was they wanted to be measured.

What’s education about, he demanded? Well, obviously,
behavior modification. To what end?

- Some say to fit students to society. That means chip-
ping away the rough edges of individuals until they fit
the model.

Some say to fit society’ to students. That means chip-
ping away the conforming influences of society until the
necessary degree of individuality is reached.

Those who see education as fitting the student to soci-
ety will set up an hierarchical accountability model,
respecting the rights of elders to make decisions for the
young and working downward from a chain of command.
That model tends to be specific and concrete.

For holders of the opposing view, the”accountability

o

times—in detail, in summary, and in fighter summary.

“The account3Rility model would look something like
this: Students 1d set the ggals and objectiVes for
themselves Teachers would codrdinate the process :of
individual goal-settmg. and help translate this process
into productive group activity. Administrators would
coordinate resource distribution to maximize the
achievement of teacher-student requests. School boards
would work toward the cregtion of policy to free the
individual from the control of others and to cdmmunicate
the fiscal needs of the school district to other members of
the community in order to achieve voluntary support for
the costs of the process.” ’

Forget about accountablht» models, Hottleman urged,

Here is his secn%tatement, the first level of Slimmary:




modeh"Let’s first of all design healthy schools and then,
“if there's some Value to it, let’s go after the accountability
lssueo” . " N

-
L

hls all constltuted a suﬁiclent load for the FQ
participant

‘proportionst.

point for accountability, and of speclal .problems. and

~on serving the wrong clientele,, ¢ y
-~ Now, in theory, the small}roups were to spe d about

%nd—a—h#-he&s—drseussmg—@o 2l

wathm this outlined framework: v

9. ““ ”

- @

tlonal state school dxstrlct mdnndual school bulldmg,
other?}

‘level within a. state, should the goals be identical, or
' nearly xdentlc’bl, at all levels at thch they are de-
“veloped? T ...
"/3"'What groups, and individuals shéuld have major
;'esponstblllty for determmmg goals for education? Stu-
dents, ,teachers, pdrents, other citizens, local board of
educatpn, state board of educatlon state department of
education, legislatures, federal agencles, professional as-
_ sociatlions, others?) In what role-as advisors, decision

§ uhtll you have deterinxned' the reality of the educational .

to carry mto their, first group sessums'
12 groups, each with from a dozen to 15 members, mem-_::?"‘
- _bership carefully divided to reﬂect the OVerall Foz_'um :

_~They had heard where accountabxhty stands today and v
how it got there; an agenda for accountablhty in .the . -
fature; an analysis of goals and, obJectwes as a starting

¢oncerns about gomls and objectives; and a broad attack

1. At what levél shauld: goals be developéd" (Na-

s Same sub- -groups and spb-questlons as above,)

--6. What groups should have- ‘major. respdnslblllty for

~ determining. ,school objectives? (Same group listing as

above.)

7. How speclfic (or general) should educatlonal obJec-\
‘ tives ba?

8. Should obJeétues be stated in terms of behanors

- expected of (a) administrators, (b) teachers, (c) students

in aocomphshmg them? -
9. If not in terms of- the above, how should obJectlves

. be stated?

AW

SS— R (3 goal develobmeht 1samportahtat1nore -than-one—— ——othersbe*exphcxtly stated at the- outset"**w o

10. Ifused should behavmral obJectwes fer teachers be
quantlﬁed" It 80, on what basxs?

. )

12 Should obJectlves be identical for gll students" If
not, who shbuld deternune ‘what are appropnate objec: ~

P

tives for which students?
13. Should objectives for admmlstrators and any

™ he theory cracked a bit from the be‘g‘inmng In the
first: instance, the groups had only a bit more than
half the allotted two and a half houss to devote to these
subJects—-akresult of such usual conference exigencies as

. late starts, long speeches, - long lunch. In the second
instance, a good number of the pamclpants weren't ready i
to deal with what td their minds weie sub-questlons,

They first wanted to talk about accountablllty, what it is, _

and whether they like it.




- o Goals and objectives should be sét for each child .
individually. (Group 4) - :
tn.ent* suggestxon from . a number of * . e Not sure there should be goals gnd ab;ectzues-but zf,,
most of the grou@plunged Jnto the subJect. _ rwe Jnust hdue them, then goals should be sufficiently - :
. “broad-that a vanety of condztwns. such as &ocweéonmmc -
Fevel within d district, éan. be accommodated wzthaut fore- “ ’
mg another operating level into cOnﬂth {Group €7
o If there are to be. state obJectzves, they. 8hould be
minimum standards which tiay:be excéeded. {(Group 3) ‘?‘
"« Consensus . statemenb Goals’should come. from .and .
-, exist at ¢ll l?uelf Objectwes should be set at gll levels, -
« Teachers should have the most input in determining per.-,,
| Of students in goal 3ettlng) even:  formance critefia and objectives{Group 2) B
‘ here are problema of maturity . . e Goals should be set by the community that otons the -
'school; all others (teachers, garents, ete.,) should be advis-
mature enough to take part in thts ory. Counter-statement I disagree. Suppose the commu-
(Group 10) - © L V., nity just wants basket. weaving, and. no math or- readmg-
level, the goals are-the 3R’a and - are we professionals to provide that? Response: Siire; orgo
TSy desire ‘for learning, and-self- Tt another school system mare to your liking. (Group 10) -
he \yilent curriculum. (Group 5) . It doesn't matter what goals and objectives are aet,
v the goals of their district because usmce the actual decisiohs will be the result of pollttcal -
mg them. (Group 5) A ‘considerations.(Group 1)
o We should be problem centered not goal centered
N - (Groupl)-- - - - |
‘ ! e in sefting goals is the im- - e Parents are more concerned -about thezr local schools
portance of getting m college or- gettmg aJob (Group 5) . than about whether the state has goals. (Group 1 R
‘e Goal?and objectives must come: -from the bottom up. s
e In the end, most of the groups were able. to come t0
o Goals should be 1 at the natwnal leuel less so some copsensus on outline questions 1. through
at the state level, and immediate and.-specific at the local 7—th ealmg with the usefulness, the setters and the. -
levelf(Gro\‘p 4) : A gpecificity of goals and objectives. A reasonable sample of
o The federal gouernmefzt should not set goals for edu- their conclusions appears in this summary statement of
catwn, but prwrztzes for zmmedwte change. (Group 4) Group 10:, + ‘

ek
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{ P " “Goals are necessary at all levels of operation and
hould be broad in concept.
C “Goals at different-levels should be broad enough to
ccommodate all the varied goals developed at the next
. e o R lower level. This.requires that the goal preparation pro-
C o : ’ o, VN cess begin at the lowest level and work upward,
e % “At the commmunity and/or district level, goals should
bé developed with the advice of teachers, students, par-
ernts, and professional -agsociations,* v
“Educational objéctives should be- speclfic and reﬂect
L »  the needs of the community served. s
o o oL ‘ “Objectives, of necessity, cannot be 1dentxcal for all
S : o 3 students beyond the stage of - early ‘basic skills acquisi-
Lo , ‘ ' . tion. Objectives estabhshlng minimums should be de-
veloped for all students, with modified objectives de-
- veloped allowing for the individuality of the student.”
While a good number of groups were thus developing a
: ‘ _ , --fair consensusmra—nmnbeeof questmns,ﬂseveral warning
RN R o ‘ - . gigns emerged again and again. 5
e - - v ‘ One was a feeling of constraint. Operatmg within the
* - suggested structure, outline and forms, many groups be-
e lieved they were not contending with the hard and basic
S s ’ ————-——-— - questions;—In-addition; the-groups were aware that the

w

ey

e ;‘ o issues. -

s / . And finally, there was. a strong reaction agamst the
g ‘ - ‘ proposed questions starting with Number 8. These got
. into the matter of setting objectives for. téachers and
. administrators, They asked about the wisdom of, and the
. o ) "~ methodology for, quantifying behavioral objectives for
: " — teachers. They indicated to some a confirmation of their
. . : fear that accountability took aim on the teacher. Hackles

s ‘ began to rise. -

“

0 time available was insufficient to address such complex

LN




Attaining
Objectives

ome of the small groups had by now completed the
assigned work on goals and obJectwes. Mo\ t had not,
but believed they could double up in their next di
meeting and address the fi o topics together. ¥ere
and there, in a few groupsE those who were opelly

dubious about whether it sense to attack the

mains the prerogative of the teacher.” ¢

Why?

Among other reasons, because “It is the teacher who
must deal on a daily basis with such dominant factors of
human nature as man’s need to feel success, man’s need
to have-areason for being, and man’s fear of being alone ‘
or different. These factors allow for conformity and domi-.
nation. They present to the teacher the ever present and .
imposing challenge of prov1d1ng security to creative hu-,
mans and groups while balancing the relatlonshlp of
freedom and authorlty

“Teachérs must deal with the very important but more
measurable concerns of academic skills and their exoel"
lence. Qur culture demands the mastery of these skills if |
the individual is to be able to take full advantage of his
potential. The mastery of many of these skills is not the .
natural activity which children strive to perfect Cpn- ’{
sequently, psychological complexities arise.”

blems in the structured way the- outhnwof“topxcquestr ms ——— While-the teacher-must set the strategies, Ms. Trelble

seemed to suggest.

That attitude was soon to grow. But first the partici-
pants were called back inté general session to heag the
two speakers assigned to lead off the next topic “By

The first speaker was Grace Treible, an elementary
school teacher from Newton, New Jersey.

Ms. Treible took undeviating aim on the assigned topic.
She went further, and broke it into the components which
the Steering Comimittee had suggested as the outline for
the small group discussions.

The first two of these dealt with determmatlon of

. teaching-learning strategies. And on this she was crystal
- clear: “Determining the teaching-learning strategies re-

noted, “That is not to say that creative and appropriate
ideas of students or parents or other groups should be
ignored. Accepting approprlate suggestions is in itself a
teaching:learning strategy.” :

There are a number of self-appointed, instant au-
thorities on education, she said, coming up with bright |
ideas. Education is not the only profession suffering-from
this universal expertise, she said, but 4dded, “It is some-
what untenable to hold a teacher accountable for the
implementation of someone else’s bright idea.”

It is reasonable for local/state boards of education to -
want to expose their staffs to various teaching learmng
technlques, Ms. Treible said. Those sa wantmg must
consider the generally acceptable routes “Appeahng to




. teacher preparatwn institutions to add graduate und
- undergraditate courses, providing supportive resource
" people, implementing ‘in-service workshops, responding
f; ‘to the creative ideas of teachers, including teachers in
- ‘mat'erials selection, and encouraging. the involvement of

ﬁeachers in such activities as this Forum. Teachers have
, the game basic needs as other humans.”

“here are many teaching-learning strategies, Ms.
“ Treible said, because teaching is a complex process:

- brings about learning in the pupil; it is what the teacher
does to inform and stimulate the learner. Teaching calls
for originality, ingenuity and laptability; it relies on
the understanding of how'children in general learn and
- how particular students learn. It demands a constant

N dmgnosxs of what changes the current activity is produc-

- ing. Teaching is the ability to negotiate a balance

a3 ;.b,etween children as individuals and as members of con-

gtantly merging and emerging groups. These skills, pre-

" gently immeasurable, are all a part of the teaching art.”
" She was to have been followed by Dr. Gordon Cawelti,
executive director of the Association for Supervision and

.. Curriculum Development headquartered in Washington,

. DC.

.- But Dr. Cawelti could not make it to the Forum--the
.. second principal speaker to be absent. His speech was
. ‘presented by Dr. Charles Speiker, a colleague at the

ASCD.

: In his prepared remarks, Dr. Cawelti gave as the firin
- ‘belief of the Association that “good curriculum construc-
' tion (which he related closely to accountability) cannot
" take place without authentic involvement of teachers,

_‘ “Teachmg ig the art and science of instruction which
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mefessionals and the community at large.”

His paper went on to address the question of meeting
school objectives by analyzing stages in curriculum (;e-
velopment, and selection of strategies for instructio
change. Dr. Cawelti listed five. stages, with attéhdant™: .

- problems, in curriculum development:

1. Needs dssessment. This elicits viewpoints -and’
priorities from teachers, school leaders, and citizens. But,

', . . needs assessment invariably produces a top rank-
ing for basic skills on the part of citizens, while pro-

fessiondls who work with children every day tend to be

more concertied with the child’s personal growth and
societal manners. In addition, thus far the accountability
movenient has tended to place an inordinate amount of
attention on basic skills without having sufficient evi-
dence to justify that this emphasis results in mare pro-
ductive citizens.”

2. Formulation of objectives. This often follows the lead
of the needs assessment in over-emphasis on the basic

gkills. “I believe that more attention needs to be given to

the fundamental purposes of schooling, with these pur-
poses being moré akin to broad goals than specific in-
structional objectives. A major reason for the dis-
enchantment of many young people with their schooling
is that no one has stopped to conceive of the broader
purposes of schooling such as the true role of a school in a
democratic society.”

3. Selection of an organized content. The local school
people rarely do this themselves—rather, they are in-
volved in “the selection of instructional materials de-
veloped at aome remote publishing house or in a regional
lab."

4. Selection of an organized learning experience. This




requires debate and participation by teachers, other pro-
fessionals, and the community. “Ylany puarents do not
appreciate the advantages of spen education simply be-
cause they do not understand it. It is not the kind'of
schooling they had, and it symbolizes to many a de-
terioration of discipline and other qualities tl'(y hope the
professionals can teach better than the home.”

5. Speeifying the evalugtion model. Much good work
has been done in this are{:‘ecently, but “the accountabil-
-ity movement has fallen f "short of adopting some of the
newer evaluative techniques which have distinguished
clearly the difference between formative and summative
evaluations. Accountability experts have focused far
more on summative evaluations, and, as a result, little
“improvement in the curriculum itself is derived from

@ evaluative data.”
Dr» Cawelti’s paper also listed brgeﬂy seven viable

. —— ———— ___change strategies: The research and development ap- _

proach, community invelvement, the systems approach,
alternative schools, consortia of schools with similar
interests, the traditional strong leader approach and

humanizing the scHool climate
T hus fo;triﬁed./the Forum participants went back to
’ their small groups to discuss the means of ac-
complishing objectives. The Steering Committee’s Qgtlme
_ proposed delving for answers to the following questwns
1. What groups and individuals should be involved in
determining the administrative/'management strategies
for accomplishing educational objectives? (Students,
teachers, parents, other citizens, local boards of educa-
tion, state boards of education, legislatures, federal
agencies, pmfess“wnal asgociations, others?)

N

2. What groups and individuals should be involved in-
determining the teaching-learning strategies for ac-
complishing the educatwnal ObJELtlveS? (Same-suggested
groups.)

3. To what extent should each group and/or individual
be involved in determining appropriate strategies? ’

4. How can the schools best be organized to accomplish
the objectives? (Self-contained classrooms, team teaching,
open classrooms, student contract, alternative schools,
departmentalization, other?)

5. What are the most important types of teaching |

_strategies for accomplishing the objectives? (Didactie ‘
" teaching, behavior modification, guided independent
study, activities outside the school?) -

6. Should the stratégies and methodolugies be the
same for all students?

7. Are some strategies better for accomplishing some
_objectives than others? Which ones? o

Some of the groups gave it a game try~—at least .
thmugh the first three suggested guestions. Typical
statements from their discussions:

e Society can determine the what—-athe goals; but
teachers must determine how-the strategies. {(Group 43
e There’s a large assumption packed into the form of
the questions—asking who sets administrativel
management strategies, and obviously looking for the
ansuwer, ,admzmst,ratur”, then asking who sets teaching-
. learning 'stratefy, and obviously looking for the answer,
“teachers.” As a teacher, I um @ management expert too.

(Group 10) -

e The textbooks are part of the strategy. Counter state-
‘ment: That's part of the reason don’t see parents involved
in strategv—uwitness what they're doing now in West Vir-
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ginig about textbooks. Counter-counter statement: But
they would do that anyway, whether we want to involve

- statement: The seiting of school calendars is an adminis-
trative strategy that surely requires parent mput (Group
10y “

o Professionals have to determine the how and what
" (Group 9)

| on the process? (Group 5) .
o Consensus statement by Group 10: "Teachers, ad-
| ministrators, and local boards of education should have
‘decisibn-making roles in determining administrativel
- management strategzes Professional teacher associations
. may be involved in the deczswn-makmg process if neces-
| sary for negotiation purposes; otherwise, these associa-
" tions, plus students andfp’d_ﬁnts. should function in an
- advisory-capacity. ' -—
. "Teachingllearning strategies should be decitied by stu-
dents and teachers -with advzsory inputs from adminis-
" trators and parents at the local level. Teacher preparation
. institutions must perform an advisory function (md may
take-an active role in decision-making. ———
. “Strategies andl methodologies should not be the same
' for individual.students or teachers.”
* But when it came to the rest of the propesed
 questions—those asking which is the best way to achieve
 this- or that—almost unanimously, the partlclpants
" balked.

another. "Whichever works best,” said a third.
- Group 10 put it politely:
- “All of the "good, better, best and most’ type questions

3
i
i

. them in the strategy or not. Counter-counter-counter =

o We'couldn’t agree on definitions-how could we agree, )

— —— ~thig-structure;

“All of the above,” one said. “None of the above,” said |

J

_ were rejected by the group as being answerable only on an

individual rdther than a .group basis, and then only in

_ respect to the experience and orientation of the individual

respondee

‘Others put it more bluntly:

o We have come to no consensus, We can't agree on
anything. I think we dall feel badly about our progress. If

other groups are in the saume condition we are, this Forum -~

is in bad shape. (Group 5)

o We have a lot of dissent, but little else to show for the
day. We're questioning the very purpose of this Forum.
Perhaps the best answer is just to forget about acedunta—
bility once and for all. (Group 8)

e This Forum is entirely too structured. It assumes that
we are one step farther along than we find ourselves tv be.
The Forum is appropriate only if we have an authentic
role here—do we? Even lf we do, our dynamics don t fzt

S omething had happened during this first day of the
Forum. In the beginning, -participants in the small
groups tended to be defensive, sometimes even hostile—

after all; they were sitting down and talking about soine=— — .

thing in which all had stakes, and often different stakes.
But as the'day wore on, they got to know one another
better, to loosen up. Even when they couldn’t agree, they
found they could talk rather freely. But they weren’t sure
they were talking about the right things in the right
order. Some felt that in discussing questions which were
subsets of the large question of accountability, they

‘might be assumed to have some liking for accountability.

The concerns were vexing. Happily, the Forum structure
provided a channel to review concerns. -
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- Reactions
to the
First Day

I

he Forum structure tcalled for an end to the first
day’s discussions at 5:45 p.m., followed by a meeting
of facilitators and recorders with Dr. Olson, the- Forum
dn'ector, Barbara Jones and Robert Campello, Jr., who
had conducted the training sessions for facilitators; and

—_members of the Steering Committee. The purpose was to =~ wasn't working as antlclLtgdahut that was h&man ér~

review the first day’s work and see if any changes and

improvements should be made for the second and final

day. * e .
The facilitators made it perfectly plain that improve-

o — — -~ - —ment-was-needed.-In an-intense.discussion, sknllﬁ:lly‘hut_ N
_ gome assurance that they were on the same stream as

subtly guided by the trainers, they recounted their ex-
periences and their frustrations. '
Many teachers within their groups, they reported, har-

bored the suspicion that they had been gathered to en- ~

dorse the concept of accountability and somebody else’s
notion of what accountability is, at that. Others had
complamed that fhe structure within which they were
asked to work didn’t meet their needs or desn'es that
they wegen’t getting to the basic fuestions; that whatever
id might be distorted in the final Forum report to

.
]

ot

would be a teachers’ caucus the next day.

*

indicate there was much moxge agreement th}n,existed.

Echoing views expressed in the small group meetings, |
some facilitators questioned whether this Forum could -
accomplish anything—whether it should not have been -
preceded by another, at which common definitions and &
common vocabulary could have been created. They won- ~
dered what the real motives of the U.S. Office of Educa- |
tion and of D#: Olson had been in organizing it as they -
had. #
These darkling suspicions were allayed when two re b
resentatives of teacher associations and members of the
Steering Committee, Dr. Bernard H. McKenna and
Gerald F. Hagans, stepped forward and reminded them
that the Steering Committee had approved the structmje
of the Forum and the supporting forms. It wasn't an 0 ;
plot; it was the joint work of OE, NEA and AFT. Adm}t- '
tedly the Forum format wasn’t perfect and obv1qusly it -

ror, not devious plotting. ’ I o

The facilitators were fiirthér mollified 'wheh they Were
assured they didn’t have to follow a rigid structure. The '
structure had been proposed as a starting point, ag the, |
banks betWeen_ which_each group could proceed /with
other—groups. But if they preferred to float without
reference to these banks, they could.

The facilitators were discussing whether and how they
would use their newly discovered freedom when' Girard -
B. Hottleman, one of the featured speakers of that morn-
ing, entered the room with an announcement.

A group of teachers had just gotten together, he said,
and ‘asked him to notify the Forum officials that there




~ teachers’ caucus? Who could ,and would attend? Where

His“ announcement caused a flurry. What was it
about? Was theForum to be tgrpedoed, at the very Ty
moment its leaders thought they had a notion of haw to S
rescue it? Who—which group—had called for the

would it be? When would it be? . ) o
When? : . ‘ o
There was a problem. There Just wasn’t tlme for it, Dr. ‘

Olson pointed out, except during lunch, The Forum was :

to start at 8:30 a.m., with speeches and dnscusﬁwns unfll ‘ s

12:30 p.m. Then a one-hour break for lunch. Then a full .

schedule of speeches and discussiops until 8 p.m., when a

General Session would revxewdza ‘meeting and look

ahead to next steps. Then a lot of people had planes to

catch, and couldn’t stay around. So- when ‘could the

teachers’ caucus be held? - *
Thatsurely seemedtobeapmblem. Hottlemanagreed S

But, willy-nilly, the teachers’ caucus would be held. ST

-—had -one-more-problem to-discuss—the unhappiness of - P —%.\“m"’ffj

_ first day who were still available would be asked to opén

modate this fact. If not the caucus would be held any-,
way. : .

Perhaps Forum officials could find some way to accom- , " . \ -
- On that note, Hottleman thhdrew The official crew! .

gome jeipants at inability tg question the principal ‘
speakers. It was agreed that questioning time would he . ¢
provided on the morrow: and that those speakers of this

themselves to retrospectwe questions too., This, obv:-
ously, would take more time on a day in wluch there was
already insufficient time. '
A little time opened up when it was announced that
Dr. Leon M. Lessinger, a scheduled speaker for; the next .
day, could not appear. S .




Assessment
~and
Evaluation B

or some, it was a long night. There were rump
meetings; there were phone calls. 'l?'lere was even an
early and amicable breakfast meeting/between spokes-

men for the American Federation of Teachers and the

National Education Association.

There was accommodation without confrontation: so
that, as participants gathered for the morning General
Session,” word was passed that a resolution of some im-
portance would be available for them to take with them
to their following small groups; and that the teachers’
caucus would start around noon—biting somewhat into
the scheduled small group discussions, somewhat into the
lunch hour.

It was in a charged and expectant "atmosphere, then,
that the scheduled General Session began. The topic was
“Assessment and Evaluation.”

And, at a-meeting at which the unanticipated had
already become commonplace, an unexpected thing in-
deed happened here. The two speakers on this most
touchy topn. were renowned experts in the field-—both of
whom asserted their firm and strongly based opposition

s

_ If one ‘were an achievement test, and if gne were t0
~ wander into that meeting, one would indeed feel friend-

4

4 -
to the more common types of assessment and evaluation.

less. . N
. N ,

The first speaker was Dr. W. James Popham, Pro-
fessor of BEducation at the University of California at

Los Angeles. He went directly for the heart of the matter,

“Evaluation and assessment congtitute the core cutnpo- |
nents of any properly conceived program of educational.
accountability. To become accountable, educators must °
evaluate the merits of their instructional endeavors: that
is, theg must systematically agléemble evidence which
will permit others to judge the wortlof the ducational®
efforts. By and large, the evidence used in such evalua-
tions v@ll be assembled by using tests and other assess- :
ment devices.” -~ . '

So the critical ingredient in accountability is evalua-
tion, and evaluation’s chief vehicles are tests and mea- ‘
sures. All right, then, how good are tests and measures?

Bad—for evaluation and accountability.

Fine—for the purposes for which they were developed.
These historically were to make comparisons between
individualsso that the best-suited would be selected: e.g.,
in the military, who would make officers, or in colleges’
with more applicants than places, who would be admit-
ted. These tests, both aptitude and achievement, are
norm-referenced tests, relating any individual’s perf'or-
mance to that of an entire group for parposes oi drawmg .
distinctions.

What happens when such norm-referenced’ tests are
used for purposes of evaluating school performance? Gen-
erally, said Dr. Popham, three things—all bad:
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L anawered oorreetly by about half the test-takers An ltem; =
3 amwered oorrectly by a lot more than thab—-say, 80 to 907

v eoond speaker on thls eventful motmng was Dr L ‘

,,,Wendell vaers, dlrector of the’ Mental Health

t guld-i :; _
nt pet-{ o

Speclallsts Prqgram at the Umverslty of Mlssoun——St ‘

- Louis., -~

The. controversy over testmg has been raging for some

. seven years, he noted, and many of his oolleagues thmk L
= that not mauch has been learned during the years. - S
N “However, I dlsagree,” said Dr.’ Rlvers ol | thmk that
. many factors have emerge(lwhxch will help the classroom -
"' teacher and the school administrator. to make accurate . ° -
» ;. ahd cntlcal declslona regardmg the. uee of standardlzed
‘tests' T R
R 2 The dwtmctxon between standardlzed tests of. in-

; telligence and atandardlzed achlevement tests is, at best, .
. 'vague and cloudy in respect to the ablhtles tapped by- L
Cboth, G A
* . 9.The dlﬁ'erenoes found b tween the scores achxeved T
‘ ;by m;ban Black chlldren an mddle-claas urban whlte Lo
;chxldi‘enaretest-relatedrathet than genetxcally related. ..
o ..8.The allocatlon of funds for schools or districts. cannot' S

e based upon the scores obtained by i
on: standardlzed tests of intelligence or achievement, - - "

Tradxtlonal standardwed tests .of intelhgence or " R

achxevement are not appropriate for use with a vast— .. .

“majority of urban an& rural minority chﬂdren
. 5. The accurate - -and fau' €

T Test deveIOpers and produoera should be aocount-

able for: mformmg users as'to the hmltations of their
assessment dev1ces in regard to mlnonty mdxvxduals

T

itiority chxldren L

aluatlon of. teacher effec-’ BRI
'tlveness and 'performance canriot ‘be based ‘upon scores. . ..
o achleved by their students ‘or on tradltlonal atandardlzed
““teats of achievement, - 8 ‘ .
- 108, Pests used with the populatloﬁ on whxch they were"
standardlzed are falrly good predlctors of academlc suc-
- cess.. :
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8. Negative labels given to children as a result of their

performance on a standardized test produce far-reaching .

and persistent negative implications in the lives of chil-
dren so labeled.”
In addition to these descrlptlons of tests, Dr. Rivers

offered a list of questions test-givers-—such as schoolg—
should ask themselves before they expose mlnonty in-

. dividuals to any assessment device:
1.-Why doItest? , .
2. What informational, resources should I explore be-
" fore administering tests?
3. What is the enviranmental makeup of my testing
facilities?
4. Aré my testing facilities congruent with the natural
environment of the person to be tested?
5. What social/emotional conditions exist for students
during the testing period?
Are my test results used properly?
. How should I interpret test results; what framework
should be used?

N e

he que!gioning that had been promised the previous

night was desultory; nothing said to the two speak.
ers on evaluation indicated any disagreement of import.

Several of the previous speakers also took their place
on the podium for questioning, with roughly: the same
result_-except for a close quizzing of Thomus J. Burns,
U.S. Acfing Associate Commissioner of Education.

. Mr. Burns fd to deny firmly that there was a hidden

‘agenda—that-OE had hatched some plot in whlch they
were all entrapped.

But there might be a new agenda, he suggested:

*Is this worthwhile? Can we talk about this issue five

.

&

T he small sessions were to discuss ‘assessment and

. individual learning difficulties, placement, determining
7how well each individual student is mastering objectives, -

years after it surfaced? Would it have worked if we had
talked before?”

Other issues would surface, he nuted For instance,
within a year the federal government probably would be
giving states from $100,000 to $1 million each to study
their equalization formulas. (Public Law 93-380, Educa-

* tional Amendments of 1974).

Those grants and tho‘se gtudies, he predicted, would
have "tremendous impact.” Should Forums be called be-
forehand to discuss this? What did they think?

¢ It was something else to ponder as the conferees went
off to their small group meetings. Their thinking affected
the Forum deeply. .

evaluation.
Their Forum notebooks proposed that they address
theimselves to five questions:
1. What should be the main purposes of assessment
and evaluation? (Improvement of instruction, diagnosing

comparing students, comparing -elassrooms, comparing
school districts, comparing states, comparing educational
programs, comparing educational personnel, other?)

2. Who should determine appropriate assessment
devices and procedures? (Students, teachers, building.
administrators, central office staff, local boards of educa-
tion, state boards of education, state departments of edu-
cation, educational researchers, legislators, others?)

3. What are the most appropriate student assessment
devices? {Standardized tests, criterion-referenced tests,
individual diagnostic tests, teacher-made tests, confer-

<




- .ucts, student self.evaluatlon, student peer evaluation,
, teacher professional judgment, other?)
4, Who should apply: student assessment devices?
(Teachers, specxahsts, counselors, principals or other ad-
mnustrators, outside consultants, other?)
5. Who should be mainly responsible for mterpretmg
* and using the results of assessment and evaluation?
(Teachers, school administrators, parents and other citi-
" zens, school belirds, state departments of - education,
other?)
- Some groups 1fully attacked the proposed outlme
Samplea .-
. e State assessment programs 3hould not be mandated
- “until the validity and. reliability of measurement in-
3 ;:truments have been determined. (Group Ri -
& Assessment. isa professional responstbtlzty, not a pub-
“lic responsibility. (Group 12) *
- & Things we disagree on: There should be no statewide
plam for evaluation. (Group 6)
" .o We need a needs assessment system that resuylts from
= the interplay between parents, teachers and students.
(Group 1)
‘,j o Things we agree on: The zmpmvement of instruction
" is the major purpose of assessment and evaluation. Stu-
- 'dents, teachers, building administrators, central office
f staff should all help determine appropriate assessment
“devices and procedures, dependent on expertise. The state
' and researchers should serve as resource personnel.
(Group 9
.. ‘e Recommendations for Ndrrowing Disagreements:
- Teacher professional judgment is the most appropriate
. student assessment advice; principals, administrators and

..

" ences with students, student performance; student prod- )

- outside consultants should come into the process in very

rare special cases; teachers and administrators should
play cooperative but different roles in mterpretmg assess-
ment. (Gx:oup 9) .

ut not al‘ groups attacked the outlme as prescribed.
In the first ingtance, they had beéen agsured the
night before that they were free to proceed in their own
fashions. In the second instance, they had before them
the resolution that had appeared at the doors of the
Session meeting room as they filed out..
( form in which they were given it, the resolution
read as follows: T ‘ ‘
“Accountability is percelved as a shared responslblhty
by all of the parties involved-in the educational milieu.
“Given the constraints imposed by econamic, social,

political, psychological and cultural -forces, the educa-

tional practitioners cannot assume a role of aceepting
evaluation based on student achlevement

“egislators {federal and state), executlves (federal and,
gtate), schodl boards, state’ commmsmners, ‘educators,
parents’ and children all have responalbxhtles for dif-

ferent aspects of the educational system. It is not possi- °
_ble that an effective system can operate if any of the

partners do not meet their responsibilities.”

Fairly mild stuff, appeared to be the participants’ gen-
eral reaction—not the keg of dynamite they had been led
to expect. Several groups debated the resolution and
accepted it. Several others drafted.proposed amendments.
Some tcok it as a substitute text for the suggested discus-
sion outline. Others took it as a fair statement on ac-
countability in general. But, befare most:groups could

' take a firm position, the teachers caucus had started

3




Teachers”
Caucus

»

he teachers' caucus, like the previously offered con-
| ference resolution, appeared to most a mild affair.

A resolution was presented, labeled a Joint Resolution.
Joint as between whom was not stated; although, from

the prior discussions and the resolution wording, it ap-
" peared joint between National Education Association
participants -and American Federation of Teachers par-
ticipants. It was debated briefly, mostly to clarify lan-
guage, and was voted on.in the following form:

“The United States Office of Education has been ac-
tively conducting programs, pubhshmg materials and
funding projects on accountabjlity for the past several
years without the functional and sngmficant involvement
of the orgamzed teachers.

“The National Forum on Accountability conducted i in
Denver on May 8-9, 1975, was the first USOE program to
obiain feedbacl’;grom teachers? organizations in any sub-
stantial way. The short period of time provided little

_opportunity to achieve large group consensus on the

~ concept, definition and legitimacy of accountability.
= “Therefore, the teacher participants of this conference

seléct their own ;epresentat ;

urge that the USOE demonstrate its commitment to

obtain input from teacher organizations by holding addi-
tional national forums on accountability and other educa-
tional issues; allocating appropriate resources, providing |
adequate time frames and coope‘ratively developing pro-
grams with the NEA and ; o shall in all cases

There was an attempt to amend thé second paragraph ;
of the resolution to congratulate USOE for belatedly .
mcludmg teachers—~but it died a-borning as someone'f—
rose.to say he didn’t want t6 be, assoclated with any good
word for USOE,

_ As phrased, the Joint Resolution was put to the vote 1nf=
a room with some 60 persons present and passed w1th no‘
dnscermble dissent,

Noteworthy in the resolution wére two features:
Lln crltlclzmg the time frame for the Forum, it was.’
criticizing NEA and AFT as well as USOE, for all*hree
were represented on the Steering Committee that or-.-
ganizéd the Forum. 2. It called for future Forums on this.
and other issues. This was the first clear “Yes” to Tom~f
Burns’ question, “Is this worthwhile?

(This interest in similar Forums v was demonstrated in
the post-Fomm survey, reported fully in the closing
chapter. One statement in the survey was, “I would Tike.
to be involved -in designing future conferences of this - |
kind.” To this, 84 percent of the teacher participants and -
76 percent of the nonteacher participants assented. On
the statement, “I would like to participate ifi another -
National Forum on Accountability,” affirmative answers

were given by 100 percent of teachers and 76 pereent of
others.) ‘




i

" Whe's
- Accountable? .

: wearmg down. They came back into the afternoon

when would the Forum end? -
803 took some 45 mintites of scun'ymg around befOre the

“téachers’ caucus. resolution was read to the full Forum—
‘ —-for by this time the early enplaners had begun to drift
out and key people were missing. Partlclpants heard the

resolution without noticeable’ astonishment, and settled
hack to hear the last two scheduled speakers.

he assigned topic was, ‘Who Should Be Accountable
, “to'Whom and*for What?” Addressing it was Gerald
. F. Hagans, a high school teacher in Bertien Springs,
chlugan,, and a mémber of the Forum Steering Commit-
tee Lo
.'He addressed the partxcxpants as “friends of children,”
'L and spoke as.one. . .

he day was wearxng on, and the partlclpants wére \admxmstrator »

Genetal’ Sesalon not: quite siife what. was going on—for

3 1n3tance, what had the teachers’ caucus done? And what ~
“was to happen about the conference resolution they had
" .geen - that. mormng? And perhapa above all how and

Who is accountable? He treated the question with some
bemusement: “Who is not accountable to our children’s
education? I think that if you would pursue the answer to
this question, you would agree with me that we all share

" the responsibility to the education of our children,”

Acknowledging the, good intentions of the founders of
awountablhty—pnmanly the intentivn to improve the
quality of education—Hagans said the whole movement
has suffered becaus¢ of 111 concelved or poorly im-
plemented programs.| - SR

*It seems as though the brunt of any ‘accountability
model falls the heav est on the, classroom teacher and his

He conceded—artd -even gloned m-—-the fact that the
teacher has a good deal to do with the child’s educatlon,

© with hxs success Or fallure That’a what t“e teacher is

about

But, “A source of frustratlon f0r tenchers, who have
sincerely tried to 1m“prove the means by whxch we edu-
cate our students, is the fact that e can nnly do so much.

Teachers cannot do it alone. Teachers ahould not be held

solely accountable. In fact, o partlcular group should be
held solely accountable for the success or failure of a
student or an. accountablhty system. Some leaders have
stated that accountability begms at the top, which. i ig an
erroneous statement. It is nice to think so, but in practwe
it simply is not so. In fact, I believe that at what level

- accountability be‘gina 18 irrelevant, bécause: regardless -

where it begins, it simply does not work unléss we all
work together.” = . -

Hagans then ticked off some others, bes:dea teachers,
who must be held accountable, with gomie of the things
they are accountable for: legislators, administrators, and,




perhaps most importantly, parents and community. They
are all needed. 5 )

“All of us are like pieces of a puzzle of accountability. If
one or more of the pieces become lost or broken, then
there is no solution to the puzzle. )

“Ag a footnote to this speech, I would like to raise a
concern of mine. I am concerned about the outcome of
this Forum, because someway, somehow, education in my
classroom in Berrien Springs, Michigan, as well as the
classes of some two million other teachers can be affected.
It is my hope that thig Forum will mark the beginning of
a revitalized effort of people working earnestly together,
without ulterior motives, to do what is best for our
children.” i
Hagans was followed by Al Mayrhofer of the School

of Education of the University of South Carolina,
speaking in place of his absent colleague, Dr. Leon M.

Lessinger.

_ He noted that Dr. Lessinger’s paper had been dis-
tributed to the participants; and commended it to their .
attention. On the particular point at issue—who is re-

- gponsible to whom?— the paper had this to say:

" “The appfoﬁriate unit of accountability for results is
the school and the school district. Accountability is a
system concept—a set of mutual and interdependent re-
lationships and functions to achieve a defined purpose. A

teacher cannot be held solely responsible for results. He ¢ )

or she can be held responsible only for knowing and using
‘good practice.’

“By definitien, good practice should yield positive re-#
sults. Over time—at least three to five years
differentials in success by teachers of comparable clieg;-"

. ¥
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tele éan be studied and system changes (i.e., ¢changes in
resource allocation, training, methodology, ete.) can be

. made to impiove the effectiveness of those not function-

ing at optimal levels.

“A further word about accountability as a system con-
cept is necessary here. The system nature of accountabil-
ity implies a remarkable change in attitude toward the
process of instruction. This is an attitude of system re-
sponsibility for results. If the school as a system does not
attain the objectives it séts or that are set for it—if the
students do not learn—the system is redesigned until
they do. .

*“This redesign may involve upgrading(of training; new
resources; improved methods; improved materials. Re-
gardless of the results, the students ;or parents or
teachers are not blamed for failure to learn. It is the
system’s job to get the required or desired results. If it
does not, it iz worked on—using the best of management
techniques and strategy—until it does.

“The system’s responsibility for results is to its clients,
the studénts and their pdrents, and to its patrons, the
taxpayers and citizenry. It bears a particular- re-
gponsibility to its employées also. As a well-managed -
organization, it must employ the best leadership prac-
tices known. Fortunately, these include an emphasis on
concern for human growth and fulfiljment, as well as.
getting optimal results.”

A nd so, back io the small group meetings—to pondér
on who is responsible to whom for what, and to
firm up positions on-the conference resolution that would
soon be before the Forum.

The program suggested that the small groups consider




the acheduled topxc under these questions:
" 1. Tn what ways should the “who's” be aocountable?
2. What categories of groups and- individuals should
- work together to establish 4 working relatxonshlp
"between fiscal and program accountability? ‘

) provmg conditions in the wMUmty a5 they relate’
to learning in school?
4 ‘In what ways can the. uchool work w1th other
- agencies in the commumty “to. assist students in
becoming accountable for their progrega in school? .

- accountability process for staff? For students? For
i perents? For administrators?

~ - 6. What types of penalties, if: any, should be built mto
" the accountability process for staff? For students?
For parents? For administrators? .

‘ cational aw(mnta’brht}? ,
: ,8 What groups.or: mdlvxduals ake responsrBle for coor~

‘ ”puttmg 1t alI together"?

- mall grotipe complete & matrix of responsibility—listing
" the "What's” (goal setting, strategy determination, <class-
-~ room conditions; étc.)'down the left side and the possible .
' "Who's” (Students, ‘teachers,- parents, etc.) as column -
- -headings, and peatly matching one set with the other.

'~ Only oné group—Group 9-—attempted to complete the

matnx Most of the groups also declmed to try to answer
the propoaed queatxons for this final dlscussxon sésgion.

3. Should the school staff provide leadérship in.i un—‘

5. What types of motivation should be built into the

L ;7 Whau mformatxon is needed by vanOus groul)s aﬁd
it mdrvxduals in"order to carry out their- roles in edu- V

dinating all the elements of accountabxhty——

Rather, those who responded at all said, for the most
« partand very simply, that everybody-is accountable—-—and
" that nobody should be punished Samples;
& A precedent’ condition to teacher atcountability is
parental accountability. for the child’s ‘mental, physwal
- and emotional readiness to learn. (Group 3).
o The purpose of accountability is not to place blame
: but to improve education. (Group 3) C
" e There must be mutual accountabzlzty in candrtwnal
and resources. (Group 3) - -
: o Everyone i is and ahould be accountable———the obJectwes
‘should be naaonable, and the condmom of aocountabllrty
under the control of the one held accountable. (Group! 12)..
S Ever:yone can be accountable; but the focus mlm be on ‘,
, the progress of the pupzl (Group 2 R
© © o Any accountability system. Iughly evaluatwe of the
teacher hurts teacher morale. (Group 1) -

(Group 1 L B
e Siudents are accountable for attendance and re-
cepthty (Group 8) P

o Prevent scapegoatmg, rewardmg and pumshmg
(Group 0 KT

‘ e o Our goat is thared m:mmszluy We agree that‘edu» }
Fmally, the Steermg Commrttee packet suggeated the ‘

. cation has not been. adequately funded In :ummary,
. disagree on_the very concept of accountabzlzty, ‘on the
_ question whether we can measire meamngfhlly, on who is
* aecountable for what; on the whole hierarchy of goals and. -
* objectives; on whether we should evaluate programa rather
" than people. (Group 6} e
* @ The following list of zmpacts on educatron :hou[d be
consideréd in dacnbmg accountability. plans: The in-
centives and resources in the plan for innovative behavior;

"o Some parents meet thezr respomrbzhtm, sorne don’t. i o
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\ the changes in the distribution of decision-making power;

the changes generated in the type and quantity of informa-

' tion available to teachers, administratsrs and the public;
and the probable public relations aspects of the accounta-
bility plan under consideration.«{Group 10)

“‘ A nd so back to the closing General Session, for the

last planned business of the Forum-—review and

preview, and the last unplanned happening—treatnent
of rezolutions thd¥ had emerged free-form.

First, the conference resolution. In the form in which it
was finally presented to the Forum, it read as follows:

“Accountability is perceived by participants in the Na-
tional Forum on Educational Accountability as a shared
responsibility by all of the parties involved in the educa-
tional milieu: legislators ifederal and state!, executives
{federal and state), school boards, state commissioners,

“‘educators, parents and children all have responsibilities
for different aspects of education. It is not possible that
an effective system can operate if any of the parties do
- not meet their responsibilities.

“Educators can be held accountable for that portlon of
the teaching-learning process over which they lLave con-
trol. Educators’ competence cannot be evaluated on the
basis of student achievement because of the multiple
variables which affect learning, caused by economic, so-
cial, political, psychological and cultural factors, and the
limitations of existing standardized achievement tests.”

1t took a little while to get the resolution in that shape
before the Forum. Nobody was quite sure whether they
were operating under Roberts’ Rules of Order and voting,
or whether they were. expressing a Forum consensus. In
the end, it turned out that the vast majority didn’t care

»

all that much which—they just wanted to proceed, say
their say and go; so they operated under whatever con-
vention seemed most-suited to the moment. .

There was a flurry over the adverb * pnmarily Some-
one offered it as an amendment, so that the affected
sentence would read, “Educators’ competence cahnot be
evaluated primarily on thé basis of student achievement,
etc.” Seeming acceptable, pnmarxly” was adopted by a
vote of 55-34.

Someone then had second thoughts, and asked Dr.
Bernard H. McKenna, who had played a significant role
in the conference;’ what he thought about that. The
McKenna response was short and to the point: “With that
word ‘primarily’ in there, teachers will be had”™ :

After some parliamentary manquvermg of doubtful
Robertsism but undeniable effectiveness, the offending
word “primarily” was expunged. ; -

Then there was a counter-resolution to the effect that
some number of participants didn’t agree and believed”
that "the performance of educators should be evaluated,
in part, by valid evidences of student progress.” Again
some parliamentary accommodation; and finally a vote
that permitted 17 persons to agree with the counter-
resolution.

And so the main resolution passed by an overwhelmmg
voice vote., 5

Now it was mop-up time.

Kl

4

A number of chosen partieipants took the floor to say,
among other things, the following:

Despite a shaky start, it turned out to be a good
meeting . . . Where we are to go depends on who we
were when we came in . . . Education is a fantastic

34




* -priorities .
,provement

>

L « i
operation—if the Office of Education wants to know
what's going on it should check more with teachers . . .
We've learned that, rather than unravel disaster, it

makes sense to'solve our problems aheéad of time . ...

' There is no lesséning of the thrust toward accountabxhty
o * We hope someone will reconvene ‘same such. Forum
el ~to eontmue ‘this dialogue . . . We. weré just getting to
: -~ know-one. another and work well together .
“to be another. natlonal ‘meeting, there should be pre- 0,
. meetings at home in the states ., . We need some . . -~ '
. systematic process to review what we do and to establish
We are ina process of renewal and un- 7

K there is

And representatwes of a number of the sn;all groups :

* came forward to report their resolutlons, their consensus,

* their urging that such Forums' be. held.in the future'on
accountability and other matters 1mportant to.educahon, S
) because, somehow or othar, they worked, -

 And, finally, there was the: resolution ‘of thanks—!

conmdered oblxgaﬁory at most guch gathenngs, but some-

- thing of a surprise at this one, And 1t, 100, pmd tnbute 10

o - the value of such Fornims;

“Be' it resolved that the i)ﬁl'ﬁ&pants of the Forum, e

- It passed unammmisly,

3

<.+ " extend their thanks and appreciation to all those re- . ..
e sponslble for planning and faclhtatmg the National o
- Forum on:Educational Accountab'ihty held m Denver, '

“ . Colorado, on May 89, 19’75. PERPESE Lo
“Be it further resolved that the baslc 1déa of the Forum L

. (.e., that educators wnd_lay cltlzens alike, holding dif- . -~
~ ferent. pomts of view, can 301Ve ‘major educational issues
“when given the oppOrtumty for- dlalogue, dlscussxon and’
" decision making) can be a model for futune conferences o




Epilogue

.

receding chapters have outlined what was said and

what was done at the National Forum on Educa-
tional Accountability. The report is subject to human
error in observation and reportage; it was subject to the
- possibility that part of the record was made in the heat of
. the moment rather than in mature reflection.

How closely did the flow at the Forum reflect the

mature judgments of those participating?

- To find out, the Forum arranged for a post-survey,

conducted by James Gold, Archie Buchmiller and their

colleagues at”the Wisconsin Department of Public In-

struction.

. The preliminary survey draft was reviewed by mem-

bers of the Steering Committee and others. The final

draft was sent to 159 Forum participants, with a follow-

up letter sent after two weeks to those not yet replying.
In the end, 83 replies were received—31 from teachers;

46 from others (termed non-teachers in survey reporting),

and six from persons not identifiable in either group.
. These six were eliminated from the analysis conducted in
Wisconsin, which concentrated on identification of points

.

of agreement and disagreement between teachers and
non-teachers. The complete Wisconsin analysis is. pre-
sented after a set of observations by the Forum reporte\rs

!
Differencés: Teachers and Others o

The Wisconsin analysis points out many areas »of :
agreement between teachers and non-tedchers. Tﬁe
Forum reporters remain impressed, however, with )
reading of the survey that confirms a central Forum'.
observation—that even when teachers and non-teachers -~
agree, they are inclined to do so with very dlfferent
emphases and priorities.

To test and demonstrate this difference desplte some
similarity, the following methodology was apphed to sur-
vey results.

Positive responses (Strongly Agree and Agree) were
totalled. From these were subtracted negative responses,
(Disagree and Strongly Disagree). The result was a Raw
Positive Score, ignoring the two neutral positions (Un-
decided or No Answer), An arbitrary cutting point of 25

" was seletted: Any statement on which the Raw Positive

Score of teachers was 25 or more different from the Raw
Positive Score of non-teachers (even though the two -
groups might agree in general thrust) was isolated.

This methodology revealed the two groups were 25 or
more percentage points apart on 24 of 58 statements—
somewhat more than 40 percent. This included 10 of 14
statements in the “Accountability: General Considera-
tions” section of the survey—-a bit more than 70 percent,.

Section 1: Forum Evaluation
Statement 7: Participants with different points of view
about the issues of accountability were adequately rep-
resented. Both groups agreed, the teachers: more force-
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B fully. Raw Positive Scores: teachers 64, non-teachers 30.

Statement 14: The Forum was successful in meeting

* its goals. Both groups are agreed; the teacher Raw Posi-
. tive Score was 42, the non-teacher 13. .

~ Statement 15: If given the opportunity, I would like to
participate in another National Forum on Accountability.
Again, both groups would—the teachers with a Raw
Powitive Score of 100, non-teachers with 68.

Section II: Accountability—General Considerations

Statement 1: Accountability is necessary for restoring

pubhc confidenece in and support for the schools. Teachers
minus 19, non-teachers 66.

Statement 2: Accountability is a means of mformmg .

the plblic of the purpeses of edueation. Teachers minus
13, noni-teachers 67. .

-Statement 3: Accountabxlxty is a means of informing
"the public of the Outcomes of education. Teachers, minus

. 22 non-teachers, 67.

‘Statement 4: Accountability has generally had an ad-

. verse effect on tegchers Teachers, 78; non-teachers, 8.
, ‘Statement 5: Accountability has generally had an ad-
 yerse effect on administrators. Teachers, 39; non-

‘teachers, minus 39. :
Statement 6: Accountability has generally had an ad-
‘vefse effect on students. Teachers, 32; non-teachers,
minus 37.
. Statement 7: Accountability for student performance
is inievitable. Teachers, minug. 16; non-teachers, 53.
Statement 8: Any ac countablhty process must include

- a measurement strategy. Teachers, 39; non-teachers, 81.

Statement 11: An accountabxlxty process must ulti-
_mately include evaluatlon of student learmng Teachers,
9 non~teachers, 74.

Statement 14: Professional personnel must have con-
trol over the factors which influence the results for which
they are accountable. Teachers, 94; non-teachers, 69.

Section IV: Goals and Objectives .

Statement 7; State educational goals should be derived -

by synthesizing local district goals. Teachers, 25; non-
teachers, minus 13.

Statement_13: Goals and objectives are too restrictive
and tend@® dehumanize, the educational process.
Teachers, minus 16; n(m-teachers, minus 65.

Statement 14: It is possible to create a et of goals and
objectives which would not be dehumanizing. Teachers,
62; non-teachers, 93.

Statement 15: Because most states have a constitu-
tional responsibility for education, each should have a set
of goals and performance objectjves for all students in the
state. Teacheérs, minus 30; non-teachers, 9.

Statement 16: The public has a right to expect that all
students leaving school will be capable of demonstrating
certain minimal competencies. Teachers, 18; non-
teachers, 65.

Statement 17: There should be several levels of
learner objectives ranging from program to instructionial
objectives. Teachers, §5; non-teachers, 83.

Statement 18: Educatxonal objectives with perfor- -
. .mance criteria should be developed for all classroom

activities. Teachers, minus 52; non-teachers, minus 11,
Section V: Educational Assessment
Statement 2: The public desires pupil pssessment type
information, Teachers, 35; non-teachers, 64.
Statement 4: Despite ‘recognized limitations of tests
{any type) the results should be used by educational
decision makers since no other student achievement in-




formation is currently available. Teachers, minus 45;
non-teachers, minus 3.

Statement 5: Student ussessment results should not be
used in evaluating professional personnel. Teachers, 91;
non-teachers, 12. -

Statement 6: Student assessment results should not be
used as one of several components in a total professional
personnel evaluation system. Teachers, 35; non-teachers,
minus 18. -

Mntch-up' Observations and Responses :

The survey provided an interesting check on a number
of central observations made by the recorders and the
reporters. during the course of the Forum. Several of
these are discussed briefly.

Observation 1: Forum Format
Criticism of the Forum format loomed large at the end of
the first day. Complaints ranged from an unspoken as-
sumption that educational accountability was acceptable
to all, to a sense of restnctlon ﬁum discussion of the basic
issues,

Yet th

5\

J

survey response to the Forum waz/uﬁx’:
whelmingly’ positive (Section I, Forum Evalugtior). The -

Forum was judged tor be fair, informative and well con-
ducted; .understanding was developed and the possibility
. of future advance accepted; most participants would like
to do it again. On the negative side, relatively few said
their oplmtmg,had been changed as a result of the Forum.
_Observiition iI: Acceptance of Accountability
Protests were heard from the beginning that accountabhil-
ity seemed to be accepted as food and inevitable—while
some participants doubted the premise strongly.
The survey bore out this observation. Teachers and

[£Y

non-teachers had a wide divergence of opinion on most of
the pertinent questions ‘(Section II, Accountability—=
General Considerations). Apparently there can be no safe
conclusion that teachers accept accountability. ‘
Observation III: Gouls and Objectives A
Reporters and recorders drew the observation that there
was general agreement: Goals are broad and ought to be
established by all those concerned; objectives ‘should be
narrower and are in large part a professlonal re-
sponsibility. 5
The survey tended to bear out this observation. (Sec-
tion IV, Goals and Objectives). There were interesting
dichotomies. Thus, while broadness of goals was acknow-
ledged in Statement 1, Statement: 4 won, concurrerce
with the criticism that goals are too general to have
ificant meaning. There also appeared in the survey a
lack\of agreement about the participation of the state in
goal formaticn. In fact, there was doubt about the wmdom :
of having state goals. o

The Survey

There follows a report of survey results and brief sum-
mary analyses made by James Gold, Archie Buchmiller
and their colleagues at the Wisconsin Department of
Public Instruction.

Survey questions are reproduced with the percentage of
teachers (T) and non-teachers (NT) responding on a
5-p0mt scale. The scale, as abbreviated, is to be read:

SA = Strongly Agree
A = Agree SD = Strongly Disagree
U = Undecided NA = No Answer

{Note: Some lines do not add up to “precisely 100 per-
cent because of rounding.}

D = Disagree




FORUM EVALUATION

1._Partjcipating in the National’Forum on Educational Ac-
countability was a productive experience.

2. The Forum format was a good process for discussing
accountability and trying to narrow the diiisiences of a
diversity of people.

3. | received adequate ini‘ormation abou‘! the purposé and
scope of the Forpm prior to arriving in Denver.

" 4, The conference covered the essentiai issues of accoun-
tability. | .

5. The Forum format facilitated the sharing of ideas be-

" tween participants on the issues of accountability.

- - 6. Including speakers with contrasting views contributed to
-the small group discussions.

7. Participafts with different points of view about the is-
- -sues of accountability were adequately represented.

8 l had sufficient opportunities to express my individual
concems about the issues of -accountability during the dis-
‘ cussion sessions. S L .

9‘. The facilities provided for the gmup' sessions were
adequate.

10. Participation j this Forum helped resolve some of the
~questions | had about accountability.

s
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1 11. Participation in the Forum motivated me to change my

opinion on several accountability issues.
12. | lgft the Forum with some worthwhile infoqpation that I
could share with my colleagues. L

13. | would like to be involved in designing fdture confer-
ences of this kind.

14. The Forum was successful in meeting its goals.

15. If given the opportunity, | would like to participate in
another National Foruni‘on Accountability.

16. As a result of the Forum, | have a better understanding
of which aspects of accountability people agree and dis-
agree on.

17.+ As a result of the Forum, | feel better prepared to work
with others in attempting o narrow the differences which
exist concering accountability.

SUMMARY: Forum Evaluation
Both teachers and non-teachers responded positively to
the overall evaluation of the Forum. Over 80% of the
participants felt the Forum was a productive experience
and that they would like to help plan and participate in
any future efforts. In terms of results, it was apparent
- that although a majority of participants felt they had
gained valuable knowledge at the Forum and would like

2
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T © 3% 16% 19% 45%  16%
NT 7% 20% 17% 3%% 13%
T 32% 5% 3% 6% O
NT 24% 57% 7% 2% 7%
T 61% 23% 13% 3% 0
NT 43% 33% 11% % 4%
T _10% 45% 32% 13% Q
NT 2% 37 30% 15% 11%
T 77% 23% o0 0 0
NT 48% ' 28% 11% &% 4%
T 42%  45% 6% 3% 0
NT 22% 59% 4% 9% 2%
T 20% 48% 6% 13% O
NT 20% 48% 11% 17% 0

Mcipate in another one, less than half were moti-

vated to change their opinion concerning accountability -

issues. Finally, nearly a third of the participants were
undecided as to whether the goals of the Forum had been
met. This response may be due to the fact that nearly
third, also, felt they had not received adequate informa
tion about the purpose and scope of the Forum prior to
arriving in Denver.
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students and that each must do his part.

13 Aooountabﬂrty is intended to improvef rocesses
and will not be effective if used in a ptinitive er.

.

" 14. Professional personnel must have c‘ontrbl’éver the fac-

. tors which influence the results for whnch they are account-
able.

%

SUMMARY Aocountabzlzty—-G’eneral Considerations
Participant responses on- this section of the survey re-
vealed some of the key similarities and differences which
teachers and non-teachers-discussed at the Forum. First,

non-teachers felt more, strongly than teachers that ac--.

countability is a means of prov1dmg the pubhc with
“-information about the purpose and outcomes of schooling
which is needed for restoring publi¢ confidence in our
schools. Second, non-teachers believed accountability in-

12. An accountability process must recognize that many
individuals and groups are responsible for the education of

'

evitably involved student learning and gerformance,.

while teachers were less likely to agree or were un-

declded Third, teachers beheved that accountablhty has

-

T o o o
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NT 57% 26% 7% 4% 0 7%

T 8% 3% 0 0 0 - 6%

NT  43% 17% 4% 0

7%

.

19%
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%

30% 4%

in general had an adverse effect on teachers, dmmls-
trators and students. While 42 percent of the non-”

-teachers believed that teachers were adversely aﬁ'ected
. relatlvely few felt the same about administrators and

students. The two groups did agree (1) that accountabll- ,
ity should be cooperatively developed by those affected
and (2) that any accountability’ program st recogmze
that many people have responsibilities in the education. .-
of students so that it is essential everyone do his part, (3)
that an accountability process must clearly describe who
is accountable for what, and (4) that accountability w111
not be effective if used i in a punitive manner.




'BY WHAT MEANS SHOULD EDUCATIONAL OBJECTIVES BE ACCOMPLISHED?

g 1. Which five groups/individuals should be most involved in
_ the administration/management strategles for accomplish—
- ‘, lng educatronal ob}ectives?

k)

B 2 Which five gmups/mdividuals should be most involved in
= determlning the cost/benefit rela!ionshrps of gltemative
- teaching Ieamlng strategtes?‘ e Y ¢

i =

; 3 Which five groups/rndrviduals should be most involved in

- determining the teaching-léaming strategies for accomplish-

- ing educahonal ob}ectives?

4 Which five greups/individuals should be rﬁos“ﬁvolved”in

-, implerfienting teaching-leaming strategies?

~ Teachers .
~ Local Boards . 23

: Teachers e ,
Students .0 13
No Answer, - -

* Teachers

Teachers.
Teachers , 58%
Students . ‘ 10

* Local Boards i1o

Administrators. .~ 10
No.Answer E 10:
Pare_r\ts . 3

Administrafors, 13 «
Parerits - N 3
Other Citizens =~

- State Boards . . 3

Federal Agencres B
Professional Orgn L 3

4%

Professiorial Org'n

-4
i

Studerts  * 19
No Answer . 10
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Teachers ‘, 43%
© Studerits 17
" Local Boards. - 15
‘Administrators
No Answer
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"Federal Agencies
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'No Andwer
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"Federal Agencie§
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SUMMARY By, What Means Should Educational Ob-
Jectwes Accompllshed ? ol .
The results of questions regarding the means of ac-
complishing objectives indicated a great deal of agree-
ment between teachers and non-teachers. On each of the
four guestions teachérs were identified as the group who
should be most involved. Students were ranked second on
each question except for the one dealing with cost/benefit
analysis where both groups rated local boards second.

The results of this section should be_considered some- ,

what tenuous since the administrators category was' in-
advertently omitted from the choices. Where they do
appear in the results they were added by the respondent
in the “other” category. '

SUMMARY: Goals and Objectives
Nearly 90 percent of all respondents agreed with the -
definition of goals presented in the survey while approx-

-imately 70 percent of them thought that goals should be

established at both the state and local levels. S
From a development standpoint there was general v
agreement that goals and objectives are somewhat dif-
ficult to develop and that some sort of consensual procese

which incorporates the opinions of all groups involved

should be used. Most. respondents felt that goals should
be baged on broad concepts (human relations, basic skxlls, N
etc.) which cut across the traditional course offermgs o
Only about a third of the teachers bui only 11 percent o
of ‘non-teachers believed that goals and objectives were -
restrictive and tended to dehumanize the educational -
process. Furthermore, 68 percent of the teacher and over
90 percent of the non-teachers felt that it is possible to
create a set of goals and objectives which would not be -
dehumanizing. Over 60 percent agreed that some school .
outcomes should be described in terms of student expen- o
ence rather than student output. ‘
As a group the respondents tended to agree that educa- L

tional objectives and performance criteria should not be- |

developed for all classrobm activity. But over 76 percent =
of the non-teachers and 50 -percent of the teachers af- : -
firmed that the public has @ right to expect. that all

_ students leaving ‘dchool will be capable of demonstratmg o

certain minimal competenc1e8

ro «
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s 1 Educationat goals are broad area. domains human (g
» knowredge, skills; competence, values and -attitudes which o
Iudged to be appropnate ouhomes of a smdent'

achooling

@ Educatlonal learner outcome goals should be:,j

rshed at both the state and local levels

3 Educational goals are important for identifying the pur- e

- poee of schooling

4r Moet goal statemom;s ara 1bo general to have sigmﬁcant- e ' B

moamng roranyone. L
. U sy

5 Educaﬁonal goals at the state or rocal lever are rel- o

guvgly easy o deriva. : ] ST

:ww

8 There is Irttle drﬂerence in the educatic)nal leamer goais
. erﬁwrbetweenorvnminstatas. ‘ g ‘ L .

7. State educational goals snourd be derived by syntheslz- SR

- ing local distrlctgoals. ;fi o

8, |r ls deslrablo 1o devalop state through some
oonoensual prooess whichi lnoorporates th opinlons of all
o groups invalved in the edueational process AR

9 Goals shouﬁ! ba basad on curricular» areas such as :

g readrng, mathematircs. sclenoe

10 Goals should be based on broad conoapts (such as :'n =
- human relations, self-concept, economic understanding. ‘
basic skilis) wh-ch cut across tradiﬁonal curricular offerlngs. _ ‘

R LU GOALSAND OBJECTIVES
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11, The importance of goals lies in the way they &re trans-
lated into cwbjectives

B »
o

12, Educaﬂonal objectives at the state or local level are
difficult to derive. -

13. Goals anx 6bie_ctiv.es.are oo restrictivé and tend to
dehumanizg the educational process. -

14, It is ible to create a set of goals ‘and objectlves,
which would not be dehumanizing.

15. Because moét states have a constitutional rasporisibllity
for education each should have a set of goals and perfor-
mance objectives for all students in the state.

16 Thé public has a right to expect that all students leaving
school will be capable of demonstratlng certain minimal
compe@encbs .

. ¢
17. There should be several levels of leamer objectives
ranging from pfograto instructional objectives.

18. Educational objectives with performancs criterla should
be developed for all classroom ac,tivitieg.

in terms of |student experiences rather than student output

b

19. Some Tutco‘mes of schooling may be better described

obpcﬂVes. ‘
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o : EDUCATIONAL ASSESSMENT
| SA A
1. Educational puptl assessment Is. a necessary part of, T 13%  45%
aoooumabmty . . NT 30% 37%
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SUMMARY: Educational Assessment

Most respondents recognized the problems with testing
and responded negatively to the idea of using test results

as the sole basis for educational decision making. Over 50 -

percent of all respondents felt pupil assessment was a
necessary part of accountability but teachers did not feel
_the public wanted this kind of information as strongly as
" non-teachers. Non-teachers felt more strongly than
teachers about using stu@eat achievement information in
the evaluation of professional personnel. Both groups
agreed that alternative methods of assessment should be

used to asgess student performance. - °
.
b
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SUMMARY: Speaker Evaluation
The final section of the Strvey asked participants to rank
the speakers on a 5-point gcale in two particulars: overall
quality of presentation, scored from 1 (low) to 5 (high);
and usefulness of information for small group discussion,
“scored from 1 (not useful) to 5 thighly useful).

There follows a report on the scores given the speakets.
(Note that in some instances they were not “speakers”;
they could not attend the Forum, and had their speeches
read or their views expressed by others.7Speaker 1 is the
one with the highest scofe on quality, of: presentatmn, and
80 On.

~

, Quality Usefulness
‘Speaker 1 ., 453 3.97
Speaker 2 3.75 - ’ 3.42
Speaker 3 373 : 3.48
Speaker 4 3.58 3.21
Speaker 5 328 2.89
" Speaker 6 3.25 3.00
. Quality Usefuiness
‘Speaker 7 3.21 2.93
Speaker 8 3.03 2.56
Speaker 9 ) 2.81 252

Speaker 10 2.74 . 2.61




